is a grand city, one that continues to be defined by monuments on a scale equal to ancient temples in terms of size, design, and presence. The monuments and memorials of our capital not only deify extraordinary individuals, they mythify the true motives, lives, and accomplishments of those commemorated. Like myths, all memorials are open for re-interpretation. This re-reading is unavoidable over the life of a memorial because of our desire for change and our ever evolving and expanding knowledge of the past. We have a fundamental need to remember people, places, and events. As government agencies and political groups strive to create more monuments on the Mall to shape our national identity and teach future generations about the past, artists and architects lament the commercialization and sterilization of contemporary memorials, erhaps our current fascination with memory and memorials renders any serious attempt to convey human experience and emotion futile in our era of media-image saturation. The result of our confused motives for constructing memorials in D.C. is all too often disappointment, at best, and outrage at worst. We must remember that unlike history, which is selective, archival, analytical, academic, and institutionalized, memory is active, malleable, fallacious, subjective, personal, and an integral part of our identity. We are spatial creatures who identify places, events, and people together in a dynamic matrix of past, present, and future. Therefore, the process of re-reading our memorials is always open-ended, and implies constant tension between "official" histories and "alternative" interpretations.
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An example of the confusion, which arises from re-reading memorials, is found on the Mall. Here, in the parlor of America, we find grandiose monuments of stone that take the challenge of remembering too naively: they are outdated, banal, and much too literal. It seems that the adage, "bigger is better," rings true in D.C. Our capital is a stage anticipating, or rather demanding, a spectacle-like the famous civil rights march of 1963-to appreciate its grand scale. It is appropriate that this new memorial should cause us to re-evaluate our existing monuments anew, thanks, in part, to the redefinition of the Mall by Dr. King into the premier site of national protest. Moreover, our reading of America's founding fathers is caught between glorified narratives of the past and the sobering, often unflattering, facts of the present. For example, school children are now taught what previous generations ignored about George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and Abraham Lincoln-the truth about their role in slavery. Unfortunately, this is the type of re-writing of history that we seem to crave, and a meaningful memorial experience that challenges us to re-consider, re-evaluate, and re-read history is no longer valued. This is the dilemma for a new memorial for Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. proposed as a disenfranchised voice criticizing the status quo. The memorial must belong to the family of monuments which represent our capital city, our national image, our wealth and prosperity, our power, and, finally, our hypocrisy as a country that initially promised equality for all. Within
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Photo by Air Sun/ey Corporation readings this frameworic, I submit my vision of a memorial appropriate for the civil rights struggle, appropriate for Washington, D.C., and appropriate for one of America's greatest leaders, our native son. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. This competition entry for a memorial for Dr. King challenges our reading of the man, the movement, the message, and the context into which it fits.
The memorial would be approached through a grove of thirty-nine red maple trees, one tree for each year of King's life. Anchored by these living memorials on one end and the Tidal Basin on the other are two majestic stone walls inscribed with the chronology of the civil rights movement which position the memorial in its geographical and historical conte.\t. The water contained within these walls flows from underneath the central space, an ethereal, elliptical drum with the "I Have A Dream" speech etched on glass from bottom to top in a spiral. Delivered on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial, King's famous oratory embodies the message of equality and expresses emotions that took centuries to build but in the space of minutes redefined the capital city and the national consciousness. As read from inside the drum, the speech begins with a view towards the Washington Monument and climbs up the walls proclaiming "free at last!" to a view of the Lincoln Memorial. Dr. King's message thus establishes a dialogue with the visionaries who molded our conceptions of inalienable rights. The speech also casts shadows of the text on the faces of all who enter the ellipse, and the legibility of the words varies with weather conditions. The ellipse can also host special performances and ceremonies, reinforcing active memories through planned and spontaneous interaction. A stone bench next to the glass wall invites visitors to sit down and reflect upon King's legacy, face to face. They are accompanied by a life-size likeness of him holding his son;
King gazes through his own words at the Washington Monument, and the child looks away to a dream finally fulfilled.
The memorial experience is designed to be a lens through which we re-examine our nation, our capital, and, most importantly, ourselves.
Initially seen as completely formal, hierarchical, and symmetrical, the design reveals idiosyncrasies that question these attributes in other memorials.
Like a microscope. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. exposes America's hypocrisy with regards to race relations, and like a mirror he reflects the American ideal while simultaneously revealing its distortions. This memorial is designed as resistance to our post-modem fascination with the outmoded idea of fitting into the great American melting pot.
To engage in a serious discussion of race in America, we must begin not with the problems of black people but with the flaws ofAmerican societyflaws rooted in historic inequalities and long-standing cultural stereotypes. How we set up the terms for discussing racial issues shapes our perception and response to these issues. As long as black people are viewed as a "them " the burden falls on blacks to do all the cultural and moral work necessaryfor healthy race relations. The implication is that only certain Americans can define what it means to be American, and the rest must 
